Studies 1-3: Behavioral coding
All coders were trained to focus only on the behavior of the expresser during the conversation.
To develop the other-praising behavioral code in Study 1, after watching all clips to determine precise labels for scales, two judges (including the first author) independently applied the code to a randomly-selected set of nine clips. These clips were subsequently used by the first author to train the judges whose scores were ultimately used. After 1 hour of training that included watching these clips, four newly-trained coders applied the code to the videos. For Study 2, the first author trained four new coders, who applied the codes prior to the start of data collection for Study 3. For Study 3, four new coders were trained. Personnel changes were due to different years in which the studies were conducted.
Supplemental Online Material for Putting the "You" in "Thank You" 2 As data collection for Study 3 was coming to an end, the self-benefit behavioral code was independently developed by the third author after reading the theoretical rationale (e.g., Algoe & Haidt, 2009) , understanding the other-praising code (i.e., to avoid being distracted by different types of positively-valenced statements), then watching all Study 1 clips to precisely determine labels for the novel self-benefit scale. The first author asked clarification questions regarding wording of scale labels (e.g., regarding consistency with theory and practical implications for coders), and the third author, who was unaware of the hypothesis, was responsible for training the coding team and overseeing the project. Coders applied the codes to behavior within the three studies in consecutive order, but other than assessment of reliability, self-benefit behavior was not included in analyses until data from all three studies had been submitted to the first author.
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The code was defined as, "The extent to which the speaker genuinely praises the listener for his or her actions or personal qualities related to the actions." The coding scale encompassed both verbal and non-verbal behaviors, because the "right" words could be spoken either sincerely or insincerely. The scale ranged from 1 to 5, with each number consisting of the following values: 1 = no or one minor statement of praise for the benefactor's action; 2 = little praise for benefactor's actions, more formal than heartfelt, with few (if any) details of the nice thing the benefactor did, some (although little) eye contact and warm smile when praising; 3 = average expression of genuine praiseworthiness, some details of the praiseworthy actions including occasional warm smiles and direct eye contact while praising; 4 = good expression of genuine praiseworthiness, including explicit and detailed elaboration on the benefactor's praiseworthy action as well as warm smiles and direct eye contact while making the praising statements (also may refer to how the behavior is just one example of a class of behaviors); 5 = excellent expression of benefactor's praiseworthiness, including elaboration on the praiseworthy features of the benefactor's actions and may generalize the behavior to the character of the benefactor (e.g., "It's not just this; you do this kind of thing for people all the time."; "I love seeing it; you're amazing.") and certainly warm smiles and direct eye contact while making the praising statements.
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The code was defined as "the extent to which the speaker focuses on how the partner's actions enhanced or benefited the self." Recipients recount the action as a celebratory occasion, convey the degree of pleasure/enjoyment they experienced as a result of the gesture, or emphasize how good the act made them feel (e.g., "feeling better" or "being able to relax"). This scale also encompasses the speaker's non-verbal behaviors, characterized by the expression of joy (tone of voice and facial expressions are positive) and appearance of enthusiasm (individual appears engaged and energized). The scale ranges from 1 to 5, with each number consisting of the following values: 1 = no statement of the action benefitting the self, absence of or very minor focus on the benefit-to-self, expresses low or neutral joy and low activation; 2 = little focus on benefits to self, marked by infrequent, or less descriptive, mention of benefits to self, less expression of joy and activation (engaged, energized) while verbalizing benefits; 3 = average focus on benefit to self, expression of gratitude is interspersed with expressions of benefits to the self, characterized by average joy and activation while verbalizing benefits; 4 = greater focus on benefit to self, beginning to focus almost exclusively on positive outcomes for self, greater elaboration on how the partner's action benefitted the self, greater expression of joy and activation (engaged, energized) while verbalizing benefitto-self (i.e., spikes in joy or energy); 5 = major focus on benefit to self, sole focus of discussion is how the partner's act improved the speaker's life or "made them feel good," emphasis on all of the positive outcomes that he or she experienced as a result of the act, characterized by high joy and physical activation while verbalizing benefits.
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Regarding gender differences in hypothesized effects.
We did not have predictions that effects of behavior on the dependent variables would be moderated by participant gender. Nonetheless, for reader interest, we tested whether the primary hypothesis was moderated by gender in each study. It was not and this factor is not discussed further.
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Overview of Study 2, Sample A and B Procedures
Sample A and B studies were designed to address the current research question, first and foremost. However, they were set up as experiments, to see for the first time if we could actually instruct people to change their expressive behavior, and whether such instruction was sufficient to produce changes in target perceptions of that behavior (i.e., how responsive it was).
Specifically, in these studies, only one member of the couple expressed gratitude to the other during a face-to-face conversation. While in a separate room prior to that conversation, the couple-member randomly selected to express gratitude in the subsequent interaction received additional standardized instructions to speak about the real event they had selected, but with some randomly-assigned expressers being asked to focus more on "the praiseworthiness of your partner's actions" and others being asked to focus more on "the positive outcome you personally received in the situation." As should be clear from the Study 1 evidence that people spontaneously use each of these behaviors within expressions of gratitude, this was a tight experimental design; we did not emphasize that people should not use the other type of behavior, simply to focus on using more of the focal behavior.
Based on the test of the main effect of condition on the target's perceived partner responsiveness in Sample A (reported below), we added to procedures for each member of the couple for Sample B. As an attempt to improve the expresser's ability to enact the requested behavior, we gave them the opportunity to write down a few examples of what they might say, prior to joining the target for the conversation. For the targets, we were concerned that they may be relying on knowledge of what is typical for their partner when expressing gratitude, rather than what was happening in the specific conversation, so instructions were added to try to get them to focus on the behavior during the lab session, regardless of what the partner typically does.
We do have evidence that, on average, expressers in the other-praising condition used more other-praising behavior than did those in the self-benefit condition, and expressers in the selfbenefit condition did use more self-benefit behavior than did those in the other-praising condition, in each study (all ps < .002). See Supplementary Table 3 for more information. Table 4 for detailed statistics.
Supplemental Table 3. Expresser behavior during face-to-face interaction, in each condition
Supplemental Online Material for Putting the "You" in "Thank You" 9 Aside from the possibility that other-praising behavior does not play a causal role in changing perceptions of responsiveness, there are so many potential reasons why this particular manipulation may not have caused changes in the dependent variable that we feel comfortable concluding that further tests are needed before ruling out the possibility of a causal association between other-praising behavior within an expression of gratitude and the target's perception of the expresser's responsiveness. These potential reasons include:
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1. There was simply not enough room on the six-point scale to further increase perceptions of responsiveness after this task.
2. Better instructions or better participant ability or willingness to enact the requested behavior may be required.
We have data to address this, indirectly. To have a reason to separate the couple-members so we could administer the experimental manipulation to the would-be expresser, we had all participants move to separate rooms for the purpose of using a webcam to videorecord an expression of gratitude to the partner. The cover story was that, because people are increasingly using technology-mediated communication, we wanted them to use this technology so we could learn more. Participants received audiorecorded instructions about the task and recorded the expression in private. Though of course there are many features of this situation that are different than the face-to-face conversation -not least of which are that participants knew their partner was not on the other end of the conversation and they were looking at an image of themselves rather than the partner -the observed behavior from these videos raises questions about our ability to provide adequate instructions or participants' ability or willingness to follow our instructions.
Specifically, within condition in each study, the difference scores between use of the focal behavior in the face-to-face conversation and the use of the focal behavior in the webcam expression would have ideally ranged from 0 to +4 (e.g., if they used a lot of that behavior in the webcam expression and did not decrease use of it in the face to face conversation, the score would have been 0, and if they used little to none [1] and increased to the maximum [5], it would have been +4). Instead, though there was an average apparent increase in the focal behavior within condition across the two samples (M = .36 in other-praising and M = .44 in self-benefit), the standard deviation approached 1.0 (SD = 1.09 in other-praising and SD = 1.08 in self-benefit), and -critically -between 35 and 39% of expressers in each condition were actually rated as having enacted less of the requested behavior during the face-to-face conversation than they had in the webcam expression (greatest decrease in requested behavior in other-praising condition was -2.12, and in self-benefit condition was -2.10). In contrast, between 33 and 40% of expressers increased their use of the non-focal behavior in each condition, relative to the amount of the behavior they had used in the webcam expression (greatest increase in non-focal behavior in other-praising condition was 2.66 and in self-benefit condition was 2.09). In sum, the difference scores give the impression that our manipulation instructions may have played a role in expresser behavior during the face-to-face interaction, but not in the way we had envisioned. We account for this potential influence in Study 2 hypothesis tests by controlling for condition (i.e., the noise we introduced to their system).
3. There is a need for more isolation of the focal behavior within each condition.
The lack of correlation between the behaviors used in the face-to-face conversations of Study 2 (as reported in the main document) indicates that requested increases in use of one behavior did not necessarily decrease use of the other behavior. As such, this condition comparison may have been too conservative in that both behaviors may have been present (or absent) in any given conversation.
4. Stable perceptions simply may be hard to change with a subtle, one-time manipulation. In long-term relationships, couple-members likely have stable ways of behaving and perceiving behavior of one another (e.g., Stapleton & Bradbury, 2012) .
We look forward to future attempts to manipulate the behavior using different methods. For present purposes, we believe the limitation of causal inference because the manipulation failed to produce effects on perceptions is offset by the combined following strengths: enrolling both members of ongoing romantic relationships; robust sample sizes; that these are actual events for which people feel grateful; observation of actual behaviors and perceptions of those behaviors;
and the opportunity to test for replication of the original effect utilizing two additional samples.
As in Study 1, additional procedures were in place for different hypotheses as well. Additional eligibility criteria, related to separate hypotheses regarding biology included: participants must not have not been recently diagnosed with anxiety or depression, nor could they be taking steroid medication; women were pre-menopausal, not currently pregnant or nursing, not pregnant in the prior six months, and had not had an oophorecromy; in Sample B, they were also required to have home access to the Internet, due to nightly online questionnaires. In Sample A, after each person screened in via online questionnaire, both members of the couples individually completed an online questionnaire, collected a 24-hour urine sample, then attended this lab session together with the partner. At the laboratory session, we also collected saliva and resting measures of psychophysiology, and couples completed a series of tasks. In Sample B, after each person screened in via online questionnaire, both members of the couples attended a laboratory session in which they were introduced to study procedures, individually completed a questionnaire, provided a saliva sample, and provided a urine sample. Starting that evening, they began to independently complete a brief online questionnaire each night for five weeks. Two weeks after the initial lab session, they attended the lab session that contained the experimental manipulation that is the focus of the current investigation. At the laboratory session, we also collected resting measures of psychophysiology, and couples completed a series of tasks, then three weeks later they attended another two-hour lab session.
Results of reported analyses including the extreme low values for dependent measures.
As noted in the manuscript, a few participants had extremely low (i.e., more than three standard deviations below the mean) ratings on some dependent measures in both studies. In Study 2, these were not notably more or less likely to be in one condition: of the extremely low ratings on perceived expresser responsiveness, four were in the self-benefit condition and two were in the other-praising condition, of the extremely low positive emotion ratings, two were in self-benefit and two in other-praising condition, and of the extremely low ratings of felt loving, two were in self-benefit and three were in the other-praising condition.
Supplementary Table 5 documents the results of the primary analyses when including the extreme low values for the dependent measures in Study 1 and Study 2 (i.e., the analogy to manuscript Table 2 ). The hypothesis that other-praising behavior is the active relational ingredient in expressions of gratitude continues to be supported, robustly.
Additionally, in Study 2, when extremely low target ratings of expresser responsiveness were included, the effect of self-benefit behavior emerged as a significant and positive predictor of perceived expresser responsiveness, as seen in Supplementary Table 5 ; this effect became non-significant (i.e., p > .10) when controlling for expresser or target relationship satisfaction or target's perception of expresser warmth, but remained significant (i.e., p = .04 to p = .049) when controlling for conversation duration, importance of the event to the expresser, or target's general perception of expresser responsiveness. In Study 2, when extremely low ratings of felt loving were included, the significant effect of praising behavior on felt loving that is observed in Supplementary Table 5 became non-significant when controlling for perceived warmth (i.e., p = .08). Other than those notes, all conclusions reported in the manuscript, in each study -either from the primary analysis or when controlling for alternative explanations --are the same when including these extreme responses.
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